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REMARKS 

Summary of the Office Action 

Claims 5-13 stand withdrawn from consideration as being drawn to a non-elected 
invention. 

Claims 1 and 3 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Kim et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,146,715) (hereinafter "Kim"). 

Claims 2 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim 
as applied to claims 1 and 3, with "evidence of inherency cited from ... Wikipedia." 

Summary of the Response to the Office Action 

Applicants have amended claims 1 and 3 and added new claims 14-17 to differently 
describe embodiments of the disclosure of the instant application's specification with regard to 
the elected Group I of previous claims 1-4. Accordingly, claims 1-17 are currently pending, with 
claims 1-4 and 14-17 currently under consideration. 

Restriction Requirement 

Claims 5-13 stand withdrawn from consideration as being drawn to a non-elected 
invention. Applicants affirm the election to prosecute the invention of Group I, claims 1-4 as per 
Applicants' representative's telephone discussion with the Examiner on October 11, 2006. As 
noted above, Applicants have added new claims 14-17 to differently describe embodiments of 
the disclosure of the instant application's specification with regard to the elected Group I of 
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previous claims 1-4. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request Examination of consideration 
of claims 1-4 and 14-17. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 102(b) and 103(a) 

Claims 1 and 3 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Kim. 
Claims 2 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim as 
applied to claims 1 and 3 with "evidence of inherency cited from ... Wikipedia." 

Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 3 in order to differently describe 
embodiments of the disclosure of the instant application. To the extent that these rejections 
might be deemed to still apply to the claims as newly-amended, they are respectfully traversed 
for at least the following reasons. Applicants respectfully submit that Kim discloses a method to 
remove an insulating layer by a laser beam at a portion to be illuminated and forming layers 
including an organic electroluminescence layer after the removal of the insulating layer so as to 
form light emitting portions. 

Applicants respectfully submit that embodiments of the disclosure of the instant 
application are directed to a method for forming an organic electroluminescence device by 
irradiating a laser beam on an organic electroluminescence layer of the organic 
electroluminescence device to change its characteristic (for example, to be highly resistive). 
Such an arrangement results in forming an area that is able to be illuminated and an area that is 
not able to be illuminated. Applicants respectfully submit that there is no teaching or suggestion 
in Kim of utilizing Kim's disclosed insulating layer in the manner discussed above with regard to 
advantageous embodiments of the disclosure of the instant application. 
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Nevertheless, in an effort to even more clearly distinguish independent claim 1 over the 
applied Kim reference, independent claim 1 of the instant application has been newly-amended 
to describe "sealing an organic electroluminescence device" and "irradiating the sealed organic 
electroluminescence device with a laser beam to form a luminescent pattern thereon." Such 
features are neither shown nor suggested by Kim . 

In addition, Applicants respectfully traverse the Office Action's citation of Wikipedia 
with regard to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 at least because it was reported by the 
Intellectual Property Owner's ("IPO") Association on August 28, 2006 that "the USPTO, in 
response to inquiries from Business Week magazine, will no longer allow patent examiners to 
rely on citations of the online encyclopedia Wikipedia to reject applications." The report stated 
that Patent Commissioner John Doll is quoted as saying that, "[t]he problem with Wikipedia is 
that it keeps changing." (Wall Street Journal Law Blog)." Accordingly, Applicants understand 
that the current USPTO policy is not to utilize citations to Wikipedia in rejections. Withdrawal 
of the associated rejections is thus respectfully requested. To the extent that Applicants' 
understanding is incorrect in this regard, clarification is requested in the next Office 
Communication. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102(b) 
and 103(a) should be withdrawn because the applied art of record does not teach or suggest each 
feature of independent claim 1 or 3. As pointed out in MPEP § 2131, "[t]o anticipate a claim, the 
reference must teach every element of the claim." Thus, M [a] claim is anticipated only if each 
and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference. Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. Of California , 2 USPQ 2d 1051, 
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1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)." Similarly, MPEP § 2143.03 instructs that u [t]o establish prima facie 
obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the 
prior art. In re Rovka , 409 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974)." Furthermore, Applicants 
respectfully assert that the dependent claims 2 and 4, as well as newly-added dependent claims 
14-17, are allowable at least because of their dependence from independent claim 1 or 3, and the 
reasons set forth above. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants submit that the pending claims are in condition for 
allowance, and respectfully request reconsideration and timely allowance of the pending claims. 
Should the Examiner feel that there are any issues outstanding after consideration of this 
response, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' undersigned representative to expedite 
prosecution. A favorable action is awaited. 

EXCEPT for issue fees payable under 37 C.F.R. § 1.18, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized by this paper to charge any additional fees during the entire pendency of this 
application including fees due under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 and 1.17 which may be required, including 
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any required extension of time fees, or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-0573. 



This paragraph is intended to be a CONSTRUCTIVE PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF 
TIME in accordance with 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(3). 
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